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. « « . The LOth meeting of the CIA Career Council convened at 3:00 P,
Thursday, T February 1957, in Room 154, Administration Building, with Mr. Gordon M.

Stewart presiding . . . .

MR. STEWART: The meeting will please come to order.

The minutes of the last meeting have not been prepared. They will
be circulated before the next meeting along wlth the minutes of thils meeting, and
we will review them at that time.

The only subject before the Career Council this afternoon is the
question of legislation. Mr. Normen Paul will begin with a review of our position
end with the recommendstions that he and others working with him have drawn up for
your conslderstion. Mr. Paul?

MR, PAUL: I think I might present the case by giving a bit of background,
more as a reminder than anything else, and tell you something of the latest devel-
opments, and then move on, at the end of & few minutes' presentation, to the pro-
posals that, at the staff level, at least, we have worked out in consultation with
Mr. Houston.

You will recall we forwarded to the Budget Bureasu on the 10th of
Decenber a rather large legislative package which hed in it a lot of benefits,
primarily aimed at overseas employees, a few procurement provisions and a few odds
and ends such as ralsing the ceiling of retired militery officers, and a retirement
proposal. The legislation was quite wordy. Thls was done purposely, as 1t hed been
last year in the bill we introduced to Congress, because 1t had been decided as a
matber of policy that we ought to seek our own euthorities wherever possible and
not simply rely on references to varilous other bills, such as the Foreign Service
Act, when we sent these forth. There have been two reactions to this that heve be-
come releted in the sense that I present to you. The first of these was that the
Director when he first went up to see Mr., Vinson, the Chairman of the Armed Services
Committee of the House, this session, mentioned that we after all put some legls-
lstion in last year and hoped to do so this year in the hopes Congress would act
this time on 1t, at which point Mr. Vinson said he hoped that we would evold legls-
letion if at all possible, and if not possible to completely avold it to put in as
1little as possible. Now just why - he didn't mske himself too clear, except that
he seemed to feel that bringlng up a large package of legislation for CIA would

simply bring us out onto the floor once more and open it up to all kinds of debate
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which might bring in the joint committees snd a lot of other things. The idea ig

to keep us off the floor if at all possible. The Director said he agreed with
Mr. Vinson. Mr. Vinson also mede & very significant statement, that we should try
to stretch our legislatlion to the very limit--
MR. HOUSTON: Of exlsting authorities--

| MR: PAUL: Yes. And the Director noted thet and said he would do whst
he could. Now we haven't seen Senator Russell and dilscussed this specificdglly with
him but I think the Dlrector feels, and I certainly feel, that he would probably
go along with that one hundred percent--that the less he would have to do with us
on the floor, the better he would like it. 8o our instruetions from the Director
from that time on have been to try to shave down our legislation and try to limit
it, if we could, and come back to him and suggest what kind of package the Agency
should go forward with. In the meantime we have sent over our larger package to the
Budget Bureau and they have reacted by sending forward to us an unslgned letter
from Phillp Young, which, though unsigned, has been checked with Young--he didn't
sign it for the reason he wanted to see if we couldn't work out the difficulties
without getting into a lot of formsl exchanges. I think the Budget Bureau goes
slong pretty much with the Young proposels. That is one of the tabs in the papers
before you [fTab 2 of the agenda_7. 8o we have two Jjobs, the drafting job, and a
very considerable one of seeing whether we need legislation. And also the problem
of dealing with the substentive comments that we have from Young's office.

I think I'd like to just go through very briefly the sense of what

I got out of the Young letter, and those of us who analyzed it, to see what kind
of comments they have given us, and I'd like to deal with everything short of the
retirement provisions at this time and treat that separately at the end of the
meeting, because that 1g the critical issue before the Council today. It might be
sald in summery thet ell of the other comments in the Young letter, although they
were addressed to the substance I don't think are going to involve us in any real
argument with the Buresu of the Budget or with Young. We are not clear yet on the
coverage which they are going to allow us. They seem at one polut in the letter to
be saying, with respect to certain of our provislons, certain of our benefits, such
as the travel expenses of employees and dependents, storage of household effects,
bringing the remsins of deceased employees home, ete., should apply enywhere outside

the continental U. S. Well, in this respect they are suggesbting a broadening of
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what we are asking for. As to the transportatiori of sutomobiles and moving families
end dependents out of dangerous areas, and transportation for educstion, and one
or two others, they say should be restricted to areas outside of the Unlted States
and the territories and possessions. Now we are not clear on whether they are
going to be willing to leave the trust territories covered yet in those sectlons.
We certainly recommend to the Council and will to the Director, if you approve,
that we continue to press for this one, because I think we should have 1t, and they
heven't presented any substantive arguments as to why we shouldn't. In fact, they
might be saylng oksy. That is one subject on which we would llke this Councll's
view. I have assumed you would want ue to press for that. Now they have in other
places suggested largely that we consolldate our authoritles with those of the For-
elgn Service. In other words, instead of repetitious language, to deal with those
provisions of the Forelgn Service Act we think we should have, by reference to the
Foreign Service Act. Well this, colncidentally, would fit in with the objective
the Director has glven us of shortening our bill, anyway, and none of us can see
why this isn't perfectly feasible [-if we say] Ygs amended" or "as may be amended
hereafter." In one or two places we hed tried, if you will recall, to build into
our bill not only everything that was in the Forelgu Service Act with respect to
certain benefits, but also everything that we have been able to find in any legis-
lation that has been proposed by the Administration durlng the last session, whether
or not it passed the Congress. Well, this was duly noted [Teughter/, and in a
couple of quite irrelevant paragraphs the Young office seems to be saylng we should
settle down, but they don't like the Foreign Service Act and their Act 1s going to
repeal the Foreign Service, particularly on the allowances bill. But what it gets
down to is to stick with the Foreign Service, end what we have asked for over and
beyond what the Forelgn Service now has doesn't really amount to much. And 1if the
Administration goes forward with the allowances bill, which I understend they will,
it will probably pass and it will take the place of any sections of the Foreign
Service Act anywsy, with which it is inconsistent. 8o I don't think there is any
real problem there. We will just have to negotiate that out with them. I think in
summary that handles their comments, apart from the retirement.

Now on the other parts of the bill which this did not comment on,
guch as the procurement section, we are working now on a number of alternstive

epproaches. To some extent this applies not only to the procurement but also to the
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section 5 benefite, and we would like to get the Council's view on what would be the
preferable of three alternative proposals slong these llnes, bearing in mind the
Director's instructions to try to cut this down as much as possible. I could teke
& whack at 1t, Larry, but perhaps you would prefer to present that.

MR, HOUS’I‘ON; I mlght agein give Just a 1ittle history. When we first
went up in 19%3 there was some debate in the committees as to whether they shouldn't
Just pass a general section, which would be the section 10 of our present bill,
which are the very broed, general authorities, without regerd to the other provisions
of the lew and let us ride on those. But after some dehate and after the view of
the Comptroller General had been considered, they decided to put in the specific
authorities which are now contained in section 3, the procurement authorities, and
section 5, the overseas benefits. This has always been a complicating factor. You
never know qulte when you are depending on gection 10 and when on the gpecific
suthorities, and to some extent both sections 3 and 5 have been outmoded and both
need amendment. If you take Mr. Vinson's statement most literally the loglcal end
would be to reseind sections 3 and 5 entirely and get an expression of intent from
the committee report, that it was the intent of Congress to use section 10 in its
brosd authorities to accomplish all these purposes. We would need a very specific
statement to this effect to get the Comptroller Genersl to go slong since he is the
one that wants us to have speclfic authorities for those sdministrative purposes
which are not peculiar to this Agency. Whether that ls politicelly feaslble is a
question we would like so‘me views on. It is the simplest and most clear-cut
technique.

The second way of approaching it is to amend section 3 and section 5
with feirly simple language--section 3 merely adopting the general suthorities of
the Armed Services procurement reguletions without exception - they are now Just
partially included--and adding a provision for five year availebility of funds for
cach station development project. This would be fairly short end fairly simple
language and might be acceptable. Again, we have the retirement thing completely
outeide of this. It doesn't it in either of those alternatlves.

And the third alternative, as we discuseed it, was to go into the
fuller provisions somewhat similar to our original act but incorporating by refer-

ence as much as possible and including those other provisions which are not covered

by sectlon 3 and section 5.

N
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MR, PAUL: There was one alternstive I thought we had digcussed--was to
leave the bill completely alone, with ell its obsolete and obsolescent authorities
there. This would be, I think, from Vipson's point of view - thig would be ideal
pecauge this would not bring the i1l out on the floor, but all we would get would
be perhaps a letter from the commlttee saylng, "we want you to use your authorities
and we recognlze certain of them are obeolete.”

MR, HOUSTON: Or we could address a letter to the committee saylng
portions of sections 3 and 5 and poesibly others are obsolete or are confusing and
thet we intend, therefore, if the Congress epproves, to take care of those portions
not presently covered by our legislaticn by enlarging on the use of section 10, and
if we got a response saying to the Comptroller General that that was now the intent
of Congress-=-

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Does & committee resolution consbitute the intent of
Congress?

MR. HOUSTON: There was no clesr intent in the original deliberations and
the Comptroller Genéral says it wasn't the intent of Congress, and we are hoping to
overcome that by a committee decision rather than full consideration.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Sey you got this commlttee to gay their lntent now is
thus and so, regardless of what the intent of the Tirst Armed Services subcommlttee
wag, could he not then argue that this 1s contrary to the intent of the Congress
that passed the legislation?

MR. HOUSTON: He could, and to do it thils way would take some careful
deliberations around the back halls.

MR. PAUL: If you went a recommendation--T feel very strongly that 1if we
go up under either the alternative of leeving the blll alone and getting an ex-
chenge of letters or through & resclssion of the existing authorities of sections
5 and 3 end & stetement in the report to the effect that we should use gection 10
to the maximum degree possible--1 think either one of those might get us into a
real peck of trouble in that in eny event, or certelnly in the second event, a bill
would have ‘to come onto the floor anyway. Tf we go up there and get a bill out on
the floor of Congrees which rescinds all specific authorities and simply says in
effect the Director can do anything he wants to da, that this would glve, in our
opinion, our enemies up there or +those who went closer supervision of the Agency,

whether they're enemles oOr not, a real hook to hang thelr arguments on - and a

pretty good one.
5
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MR. KTRKPATRICK: You think Vinson's meaning is to keep any blll off the
floor, 1f possible? |

MR, PAUL: If possible. I think he could be persuaded to bring a bill
out but he doesn't want a long bill.

Now it seems to me the other alternstive, as Larry described, the
procurement section, which would be vastly shorter than our present proposal or
our present legislation plus the new look on section 5, which is more or less in-
corporated in the draft, in the pepers before you today, which cuts down our blll
by some seventeen pages and leaves 1t two or three double-spaced pages at the most,
that seems to me to be the wiser course, particularly on the assumption that we are
golng to go up for some kind of retirement, because that has to be handled, as I
understand it, Larry, that really has to be handled by some kind of leglslation
unless you really stretch--maybe you can squeeze that in under your section 10
authorities--

MR, HOUSTON: We don't see how you can get out of provisions for the re-
tirement--not paying any sttention to specific requirements, including the re-
quirements for veterans, requirements for reduction--

COLONEL WHITE: Ierry, how important do you feel the procurement part of
this 187

MR, HOUSTON: There are certain things we are doing now that are certaln-
1y technically improper. We have never been called on them. Some of them we are
probably getting away with because we are putting them on unvouchered, even though
they are not necessarlly clesgified items. Tt doesn't bother me too much, and
normally we would try to do it on vouchered but we can't handle it that way. The
one place where we might get in the worst Jam would be on the lack of extending
the avellability of funds. We have been dolng that in a rather irregular fashion
and gotten away with it so far because we had plenty of money left over from prior
appropriations. And what we do, a8 an example, 1f we obligate the full amount in
the first year and then when the three years are up the availebility of that appro-
priation lapses--your expenditure, and you are st11l going shead with the contract
and meking payments and terminstlion--whaet we are doing is going back and making
avellsble the next avalleble yesr, etc., and it's completely against the rules.

Tt doesn't bother me too much, and the Comptroller General knows we are doing it.

But if we ren out of funds we would be in & real jem. So while Logistics wants 1t

6
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very much, I don't think the procurement aspects are essentially the point, if
they are the only thing we can go after. But if we teke something up I think we
ghould try for something on that.

COIONEL WHITE: Even retirement? I was tryilng to disassociate the two.

MR. HOUSTON: If we go up with anything the procurement 1s probebly the
least controversisl. It's just following common practice in the last few years in
Government. As you know, the Defense Department has gone almost entirely on "no
year" funds for procurement purposes. So it would be, I think, fairly non-contro-
versial.

COIONEL WHITE: All we are doing is taking certain provisions of law
which are slready provided for in the Defense Department.

MR. HOUSTON: If we can Justify it. In fact, we would probably do it by
edmitbing we were doing 1t anyway.

MR. STEWART: I gather that of the four possibilities for handling procure-
ment benefits that we have eliminated two - one to leeve the blll alone and the
other is to ask that paragraphs 3 and 5 be rescinded end then ask for a letter of
intent. Is 1t the sense of the meeting that these two possibllities are set aglde
at this time?

MR, PAUL: T was just glving that as my own view.

MR. STEWART: I think we should try to fix on what general line we're
going to follow, and then we can clesn up some of the gquestions.

MR, HOUSTON: I agree with Norm that while the revision of sections 3 and
5 with a committee report sayling we should use section 10 is technically the best,
it probebly is loaded also with the most pitfells - but I don't think we can com-
pletely discard it. I think we ought to try to sound out, certainly - possibly
with the Bureau gf the Budget, and depending on Norm's and the Boss' judgment,
whether there is any use in talking to anyone on the Hill about it.

MR, STEWART: Well, actually if you were to do that then further legls-
letion is not necessary.

MR. HOUSTON: The decision would itself be legislation.

MR. STEWART: We are talking about everything except retirement at this
point, are we not?

MR. PAUL: But you sort of have to have a general assumptlon you're going

+o ask for some retirement provision.

7
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MR. STEWART: We will debate that later in the meeting, but for those
metters other than retirement the sense of the meeting, then, or your recommendea~
tion, Larry, is that we consider rescinding these provisions and asking for a
statement of intent by the committee and explore that with the Bureau of the
Budget.

MR, HOUSTON: I would llke to explore it as far as we can without raising
1+ to the polnt that will get it in the light of public debate, because there is
no question technically it is the most satisfactory. It would eliminate this whole
confusion bebween specific and generel authorities and clean up our legislation
very nlcely. But I agree with Normen that if someone wents to make trouble on the
unfettered actlons of the Agency, that would give them a nice platform to start on.

MR, PAUL: Would you agree to & slight modification of thab proposal -
that we try that technique out on the Director? And, also, the alternative of a
much shorter but specific bill which not only rescinds but puts in by reference
or otherwlse, the suthorities of the other lawe? And see which he wants.

MR, KIRKPATRICK: Why not reverse that? Why not prepare your shorter
and more specific bill. Then thet is the first thing, with the alternatives then
fglling in line, that you will get the atatement of intent, 1f you can, to
straighten out your procurenent suthorities, and then you can yield to the com-
mittee's judgment--and we certainly could respect yvinson's views as to what chence
you would have on the floor and what chance there was they would use this bill as
a hinge on which to go after us on & broad front.

MR, HOUSTON: You mean &as 8 technique to get this proposal before them?

MR, KIRKPATRICK: A shortened version of the bill. I think all these
arguments for & shortened version are very sound. I don't know whether you intend
tgb U4 ms o general idea of whet you heve in mind, but T think thet is flne. start
with thet, and then be prepared to fall back on successlve defensive lines 1f
that one gets pushed aslde.

MR, HOUSTON: Let me see if T understand. We propose this shortened
bill and then could use thet proposal for the Director somewhere along the line to
ask the committee's consideration of the alternative of revision?

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Right.

MR. HOUSTON: But Jjust say this is a technical matter of handling--

MR. KIRKPATRICK: If you think it's prefersble. If you put in the bill

8
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for everything you certainly can shorten the bill far easler then go up there and
start over again.

MR, HOUSTON: That 1s & good way to spproach 1t.

COLONEL WHITE: I would think that would be a good approach.

MR, AMORY: Yes.

MR, STEWART: Is there a motlon that we follow that spproach?

MR. KTRKPATRICK: So move.
« « This mobion was then seconded and pasesed . . .

MR, STEWART: Could I go back and clean up one or two points that you've
raised before we go to the retirement.

You asked whether the Council would agree to fighting for:l 25X1
1 25X1A6A

MR. KIRKPATRICK: That is the one most considered.

MR. STEWART: Would somecne mgke g motlon that we elther do or do not?
COLONEL WHITE: I move that we do.

MR. AMORY: Query. I know so little sbout this. On the average how

meny staff employees, rather than sgents, do we have:l 25X1A6A
25X9A2  COLONEL WHITE: We have about|:, T would say. Isn't that sbout right?
25X1A9A m.[ | ves.
MR. AMORY: It certalnly is necessary de facto. But the minute you
start a broad definition of trust territories then some Congressman has going

through his mind the lovely lush tropical places that may be trust territories now,

and this would cause s racket and get us all out of whack| |

25X1ABA
etc. Is there any possibility of handling that covertly--I mean, by an lnternal

regulation that we go along on an ordinary basis and Just have an understanding
25X1ABA that the grade structure for [ |will be 1-plus and all of that will be hendled

in euch a way that the guy's retirement would come out the way 1t would on this

basis. Tt's
1ntimate 25X1ABA
25X1C4A MR. AMORY: I'm not wedded to that, I'm Just using 1t as an illustration.

! oy
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MR, KIRKPATRICK: Then you would have 25X1

instead of one.

25X1A8A MR. AMORY: What is the justification for our people doing better than

I have a first cousin who is| | 25X1A6A

COLONEL WHITE: As I understand it, Phll Young and his boys are support-
ing this.

MR, AMORY: Well, you just have Phll Young. We were asked do we fight
for it? I would say get 1t if we can but don't jeopardize the rest of the program.

MR, HOUSTON: I think that 1s in your recommendation.

MR, PAUL: Yes.

MR, AMORY: Okay.

MR. STEWART: There 1ls a motlon. Is there a second?

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Second.
« » This motlon was then passed .

MR, STEWART: The second point you ralsed was whether we consolidate
with the Forelgn Service, that 1s, refer to their provisions instead of quoting
them, as I understand it. Is there a motion on that?

MR. KITRKPATRICK: I move we do.

25X1A9A MR-I:I Second.

« + » This motion was then passed . . .

MR, AMORY: Is 1t included in that that when you get before the com-
mittees and others that you do the inverse, that appropriate amendment go into
the Forelgn Service Act that says, "The following provisions shall apply %o
employees of the Central Intelligence Agency."

MR, HOUSTON: No.
MR. AMORY: What we are doing is linking the two. I reallze yours

pushes for a CIA bill that incorporates the Foreign Service Act by reference, but

it jJust could be that when you get up to the drafting stage somebody would sey do

it the other way.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: The Foreign Service wouldn't like that very much.
MR, PAUL: No one would suggest that except possibly the Forelgn Affairs

Committee, and this would get the congressional Jurisdiction problem all mixed up.
10
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T don't think it's likely to happen.

MR, HOUSTON: It couldn't be as simple as one, over-all incorporation.
Tt would have to be a little like this draft, but 1t would be a far simpler way -
‘the present spelling outb.

MR, STEWART: Then the third polnt was that we stay with the Foreign
gervice with regard to allowances.

MR, PAUL: Yes. What kinds of things did we stick in there? We threw
in s few very minor items such as temporary quarters allowance, etc., that we had
peen in Administration bills. I urge thet we stick with the Foreign Service and
not complicate that because 1t would mean that we couldn't do them by reference
in the first place; and, secondly, 1if this is the Administration policy, sooner

or later it's going to be reflected in leglslation anyhow.

25X1A9A Does the Administration have a bill on allowsnces

now?

MR, PAUL: They are working on one.

25X1A9A This would spply to all Government employees

overseas?

MR. PAUL: It rescinded those of +the Forelgn Service Act and our Act and
mede 1t uniform, and they were, generally speaklng, brosder than snything that had

been done heretofor.

25X1A9A If Young is right in his letter that the Adwini-

gtretion is going to put in a pill to cover everybody, aren't we in a bad position
to try to get exception that treats us more favorably?

25X1A9A m.:l The Training temporary allowance is being calculated

against the mexlmm per diem.

MR. PAUL: That is one of those instances where they are in effect critl-
clzing the present legislation that is applicable to the Forelgn Service, because
in that respect we took the Forelgn Service suthorities.

25X1A9A MR |:| The Foreign Service has temporary allowances over the
cost of guarters rafher than per diem, so 1f you sald you could pay up through

the aggregate of per dlem alloweble you would esteblish a ceiling much higher than

what they have been actually getting.

25X1A9A f We sre hearing this all the time--until their

household goods arrive. I don't recall what they paid for that, but I've heard
squawks they are not getting enough.

11
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retirement provisions for some of the agency's overseas
positione, 1t is our opinion that the present proposal 1s
excessively generous. It is difficult to believe that

all of the overseas CIA employees are subjected to the
degree of tension and hazerd described in the section
anslysis. It 1s more likely that wmeny of them are con-
cerned with fact-gathering and subjected to no more
tension or hazerd than employees of other agencles station-
ed at the same post who heve somewhat similer responsi-
bilities.

"attention is called to the fact that investigetive people
get no extra credit for any part of their pervice. The
Retirement Act provides that subject to certain condltlons,
such employees are permitted to retlre at age 50 after 20
years of service at full annulties computed at 2%. Forelgn
Service officers likewlse are not granted extra credit for
service at posts involving extraordinarily difficult con-
ditions unless they have wailved payment of any eppliceble
post differential in order to obtaln such extra credit.
Prior to amendment of the Forelgn Service Act by P.L. 22,
8lith Congress, Foreign Service Officers were not eligible
for post differentials, but they were granted extra service
credits of 6 months for each year of service at certsin
differential posts..

"As proposed by CIA, ite employees who serve abroad would
e entitled both to any spplicable post differentials and
extra service credits which would double the actual time
gerved at extremely difficult posts, and extra credits of
six months for each year of service at any post- abroad.
With the increases in the annuity computetion rates effect-
ed by P.L. 854, 8lhth Congress, which now provides that all
service over 10 years be computed at 2%, CIA's proposal
would provide for its employees sbroad retirement terms far
more generous than sre presently available to any other
group of United States Government employees. This office
cannot support such a proposal, but would suggest that CIA
develop a proposal which would be more nearly comparable to
the provisions applicable to investigative persomnel, with-
out provision for extra service credits unless developed
along the lines now appliceble to Foreign Service Officers."”

. . Mr. Paul was called from the meeting . . .

MR. KTRKPATRICK: My comment on this--which I will expurgate--the
0ivil Service Commission still doesn't know what this Agency does, because there
are too many statements in here that indicete that. In the first place, with
the exception of the relative hendful that Bob hag overseas, to say our people
are exactly the same as anybody elase overseas--my only comment on that is that
they are not dolng their job then. As far as "investigative personnel’ - perheps
it was unfortunate that we used that term, but for investigative personnel in
this country shadowing some crook or penetrating the Commnlst Party - that has
no reletionship to our clendestine personnel overseas at all. The stresses and
gtrains are minor by comperison. My only comment is Civil Service doesn't reallze

what we do and they want to.put us in the same basket with the rest of the Federal
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Government, and the sooner we get out of that basket the better for our Agency.
MR, AMORY: I don't dispute you, Kirk, but I just don't think you're
golng to make a sale, at such a price as here - where you come out with such a
large cake. There's enother piece in the tab here that points out that Foreign
Service Officers by and large pick the bird in hend rather than the bird in the
bush - that they don't waive thelr post differentials.
MR. KIRKPATRICK: That 1s for a dlfferent reason than why we are proposing
it, really.
MR¢ AMORY: I have traveled around a good deal and been very cordially
received by DD/P types in various places, but at least a substantial majority of
our people are dolng what he says here. I am not talking about DD/I types. The
25X1ABA
liaison boys I:lhave no more difficulty than the embassy boys dealing with

the Bosrd of Trade. They're riding in nice cars and are not dolng & thing where

they could be beaten with a rubber hose. 25X1A6A
25X1A9A MR.I:' So long as they are in| |
25X1A9A MR, AMORY: How sbout | |boys? It's a spectrum - you get all the
25X1ABA way from a guy sitting in| . If you can't

meke it for all then you are prejudicing the cases of the really deserving ones.
T think it would be a hell of a Job. In other words, even if Phil Young and his
boys, whoever drafted this letter from over there, even if they had ten weeks'

briefing in the Agency, I don't think you would meke & sale. That is the only

25X1A6
point I am meking. Look at the boys that were just beat up in I:'a.nd ney A

be thrown out this afternoon - they don't get any dlfferential for service behind
the Iron Curtain, snd the implication to naive people is that we are talking about
25X1 people in the:lsubway. And unless you guys aren't coming clean, you don't

heve too many of them!

05X1A9A MR | T think there is a lot in whab Bob Amory says, Kirk.
T think 1t comes down to & mstter of what we cen ectuslly get here, and T don't

think we are ever really going to convince the Civil Service Commisslon on the

eppropriasteness of this so long as we continue to keep sizesble nmubers within

25X1A8A

. . . Mr, Paul rejolned the meeting . . .

1k
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25X1A9A I don't know whether it's Just the hazard that we

went thls for. We went people oversess ; and if you are dealing with a G8-7 or
GS-8 who has to take his femily overseas and buy a lot of stuff that he wouldn't
buy here and cen't use when he comes back, end if you want him to do this - two
years here and then two years overseas and then two here and then two overseas for

the next 30 years we have to mske it sufflciently attractive so that he will want

25X1A6A0 doiﬁ-j

they're golng through a lot of inconveniences , end even living in the best houses
you can get - they're never hested sbove 60. It's & hard life, and I want them
to be willing to go there and stay there for a long time under those conditions.

25X1A9A N[R.l:l And I think the blg attractiveness--the situation we
are trying to create 1s not that a fellow can retire & millionaire in 25 years
but that he will be sble to retire in 20 years at a pretty equitable and reason-
able annulty. TIt's not so mich the amounts involved here - the -extra payments
that we approve. Thet is important to us from a career point of view and from an
Agency point of view, especially in the DD/P. We want to feel after 20 years of
good, hard and intensive effort a guy subjected to these stresses and strains can
feel in 20 years, "I've made it and can retire and maybe continue my work in g
contract capacity on a 3, 4 or 5-hour day." If we can achieve that.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: And the other point ie the Agency is golng to be faced
more and more each year with a critical over-supply of senlor officers ,» and we
simply have not erough billets around Washington to handle them.

25X1A9A MR, |:| If we can get what we want in terms of the time
Tactor on an equitasble basls, I think‘ we should consider we have been highly suc-
cessful in the achievement of our obJectives.

MR, HOUSTON: Thet brings up asnother question of whether you could com-

pel retirement at that point.
A
25X1A9 I:l You couldn't unless you further amended the Civil Service

retirement act.
25X1A9A
MR. HOUSTON: Except there is one glmmick, which|:|has pointed
out, 1f they are lnvoluntarily separated at that point they go under the Civil
Service retirement, whereas if they voluntarily retire they go under this - which

is & higher annulty. 8o you Just polnt out the facts of life to them.

MR, STEWART: If they think you can get them on an involuntary retirement.

5
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MR. HOUSTON: You can, 1f you want to set the regulations up that way.

25X1A9%A You can elways tell them, "There's no Job for you

in the United States."
25X1A9A MR;l:l Or if you tell them they're going to be down-graded--

MR. STEWART: The proposal we have here is retirement at 50 years of
age, and I know Rud will want to discuss the various ways you could acqulre your
annulty, whether a year and a helf or walting for five years to get 1t, or at
other retes. We do unot have before us at this staege a proposal which will taeke
care of extra money for the person who is serving in a position which places him
under extra tension. Now you can't categorize that as an "unheslthful” post
unless you're talking in a very speclal sense becsuse great tension snd danger can
occur in places that are otherwlse considered to be perfectly healthy and by no
meens of “a hardshlp nature. And the breskdowns that we have had so far, that I
have been able to observe, occur quite without relationship to whether it's a bad
climste or a good climate. There are some cases of Just plain getting dysentery
because of too much of this or that, but we have hed breskdowns of people else-
where, and quite understandably. I have been very much perplexed about legislat-
ing for that type of tension or that type of wearing down of an individusl. I
Just don't think it is possible in a bill to categorize certaln positions that
will automatically galn you certain types of benefits. I can't see it. I can't
see that we can list the post or anything else. T think the Agency should very
seriously conslder some type of review or position analysis which would permit us
at the conclusion of a person's tour in a place that has cost him s falrly heavy
toll, some benefit that we could then give him either in the way of & bonus or an
award or something that would be within the Director's suthorities end would be
equltable. I think there is a need for that. T have seen enough cases to convince
me 1t would be a great thing for morasle. If we insist that a men, for example,
because he is a key man stay in & really misereble post for a period up to 8 or 10
years--we have carried some people a rather long time in rather difficult positions--
then I think we should be in a position to reward him for having done that.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: I agree but I think on this business of hardship posts

thet &s far as this Agency is concerned it isn't necessarily the climate or the

Wwas & hardship post.

living conditions; for instance,

25X1A6A
25X1A9A

But in terms of & career doesn't that even out?

16
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It sort of averages out. We don't keep them there anything like five years. The
longest I've had & man in one blace is four years. You Just know you are going
to get a bad post and s good post, and it will average out over a career. It
does in the military.
25X1A9A MR;l:l But you haeve certain geographic components, such as
NEA, where a good part of the stations are located in that one area.
25X1A9A MR. I:l They sre already getting & differentisl.
25X1A9A m.:l I am not arguing the polut, but that is what makes it
tough. If you get an Arsbic-spesking fellow then it's hard career-wise to say we
can afford the luxury of taking thils rare Jewel and sending him down to the other
end of WH for rest and relaxation ; because you need him too urgently.
MR, STEWART: I vieited yesterday a man who Jjust spent the last six
years 1n|:|a.nd he is pretty badly shot up from the pressure of work.
25X1ABA
MR. KIRKPATRICK: And the tension of being in a danger area.

25X1A9%9A MR. I:l And what is dangerous for CIA is different for the Forelgn
Bervice because of association with the clandestine apparatus.
MR, STEWART: 60 or 70% of our people in:lare not under tensionzz.:;::ﬁ:ﬁ:
MR. KIRKPATRICK: But every one of our people in :lis exposed to

possibly kidnepping or something else.
MR, AMORY: Again, sren't there a lot of CIC civilians. I have a sneak-

ing suspicion that is what Phll Young has in mind, rather than locel shadows and

schmoos.
MR. KIRKPATRICK: CIC civilians - don't they have military privileges B

most of them?

25X1A9A MR/ I am quite sure they do. They carry military identi-

fication.
MR. KIRKPATRICK: So I think Young is thinking more of the civilian

components. But I get the sense of this meeting to be "let's get after accelerated
retirement and forget accelerated cash."

COLONEL WHITE: I think as & practical matter thet we have got about as
much chence as the proverbilal snowball of getting something into a bill which will
satisfy, as Gordon sald, this need, but recognizing that it i1s there - maybe there
is some other way to solve i1t.

25X1 MR. PAUL: Use your 10b authorities.
I:lz We have a formula here which actuslly comes within 2% of
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the Forelgn Service no matter how you calculste it. In one extreme it is 98%
of the Forelgn Service annuity; in the other case it's 102%.
MR. AMORY: What was the reason for not using the Foreign Service itself?
25X1A9A m.l:l Because we are for all practical purposes comlng to the
Forelgn Service concept through this device or "glmmick" if you went to call it
that--the Foreign Service has identified a group of Foreign Service Officers who
have to serve overseas. That is not true of CIA, and ss a matter of policy we
have decided not to identlfy such a group, because all of our secretaries, our
drivers, our finance pecple, are in our Career Service. We have identified this
ney group by seylng five years overseas constltutes the group we are telking about;
therefore a person who has served five years overseas has in fact demonstrated he
1ls a career overseas type, whether he's a Commo man or a few cases of the DD/I
or a few more in the DD/S or the many in the Clandestine Services. We have used
that to identify the group we are talking about. Then we say, "All right, we
will epply a specilal retirement to this group which has identified itself as being
overseas type." The formuls which we have computed here, and this comes out of
our discussion at your staff meeting yesterdey Zfinaicating Colonel Whitq#f, and
that i1s formule G. These are for these six types of service and four types of
levels, and so on - these come within 2% of what the Forelgn Service would be
according to theilr formula. In other words, if you compare formula A, which is
in the agenda, with formulas G, you will get a dlrect comparison between the Forelgn
Service annulty dollar figure and the proposal which we are meking. Now in A to G
throughout this whole array of figures the percentage differences range from 98%
on the one hand to 102% on the other. We have therefore met the Civil Service
Commission and Bureau of the Budget's position that we previously have asked for
something excessively generous. We have not now asked for anything excessively
generous because we are right on the noge with the Forelgn Service. We have not
asked, and we don't propose - and I personally don't recommend the differential
for & hardshlp or unhealthful post for the simple reason that it 1s ilneffective
as long as you glve the option and nobody is golng to,'I believe--over the dead
body of the Buresu of the Budget are they going to let us have both. I personally
belleve it's an "eat your ceke and have it" to persist in both, and I think it
Jeopardizes the entire program to continue to persist in both.
25X1A9A MR _____ | Was it stated anywhere that you intend to eliminate the

post differential?
18
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MR, PAUL: We get the post differential with our enalogy with the
Foreign Service. What we have elimineted is this two years for one, which was
the way we had put it, but they sald that's Yhave your cake snd eat it." Bub as
T understand 1t, the Foreign Service people all take the post differentilel.
25X1A9A MR.[ | The way it works now at a 25¢ aifferential post--
MR. AMORY: $lO ,000 versus $1LOO a yesr. That is 25 annual payments,
and if you discount value, you would have to be more than 90 years old to show
s profit on that.
25X1A9A MR. i:} But 1f you také the cash snd invest 1t yourself you
can get & better rate than that.
25X1A9A MR.‘:' So that election has become completely ineffective. The
unhealthful post provision dates from 1900. At that time the Foreign Service did
not have the opportunity of a post differentisl. The minunte the Forelgn Service
was glven the opportunity of electing it [ P.L. 22, 84th Congress, 1955_7, they
all swung away from the unhealthful post provision and they took the post differ-
ential except for one or two people because of e particular tex sngle. This in-
formation comes from the retirement people in the State Department.
25X1A9A MR.l:l I'd like to réise one point and that is with respect
to the five-year minimum requirement for overseas people for eligibility undexr
this program. Was that figure arrived at as a result of = particular study or
more or less arbltrarily chosen as belng & proper and equitable figure in relation
to DD/P statistics?
MR, PAUL: It's a lesser figure than the Bureau pecple suggested last
year.
25X1A9A Nm.':l They offered us nine or ten years. It's somewhat of a
"plue sky" figure. In obher words, since the Clandestine Services are only nine
and a half years old, you can't tell how meny years a person 1s going to serve,
put estimations of the frequency and succession of tours up to this point lead us
to belleve that five years 1s a good threshhold to stert with, end it also is
sufficlently long to say with some Justification that we have identified an over-
seas men because he has had at least two tours overseas.
MR. AMORY: And then you go back--if he serves five years and one month
overseas he counte the whole works.
25X1A9A MR.[ | Four yeers and O months and he gets nothing; at flve years

and one month he picks it all up.
19
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MR, PAUL: Have you discussed this other alternative that we tried before
the meeting, which was one and a helf--
25X1A9A MR. I:l That is shown 1ln the comparison between column D and column
G. Column D in the vertical chart here is the original proposel which we presented
yesterday to the DD/S staff meeting. As a result of the discussion there we com-
puted columns E, F and G. For example, E is l% years! credit for each of all
years overseas but 1t's crediteble only after you have served five. Now in a
dollar comparison you will see that that is pretty excessively generous. For
example, compare the very bottom figure of column E with the very bottom figure
of column A and you will see that the CIA man would get $2,275 more than the
Forelgn Service Officer. In other words, it's about 20% more than the Forelgn
Service gets. That is what I consider the Civil Service and the Bureau of the
Budget to be calling "excessively generous" - and I don't believe there is a ghost
of a chence of that kind of formula being approved. I think we have to be on tar-
get as far as the Forelgn Service is concerned to have even equltable consideration
of the formula.
MR. PAUL: But teking E as against D, doesn't D have certaln advanteges--
MR. HOUSTON: The point was D only credits overseas service after five
years and therefore does better for the fellow who stays over a long time.
25X1A9A MR. :: That is right. There are greater swings. For exemple,
the percentage relationship between A, Forelgn Service, and D - l% after 5 ranges
from 98% to 107% - the swing is greater depending on the number of years' service.
At 10 years service, the bottom figure, you s?e that D and G are the same. This
puts & higher premium on longer overseas service.
MR. PAUL: Over 10 years D would start overtaking--
25X1A9A  MR.[ | That is rigns.
MR, STEWART: You have to figure you are going to have cases up to 15

and 20 years, too, in the long run.

MR, HOUSTON: So we thought consideration ought to be glven to that
aspect of D and encouraging the long service overseas and not lettlng someone

just fill out their five years to get in the group end not want to serve overseas

anymore .

COLONEL WHITE: It may be worth thinking sbout in view of the Buresu of

the Budget'!s suggestion last year that we take 10 years or 9 years, or something

20
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like that. T like this proposal wmyself for a minimum of 5 years and 20 years'
service, including that 5 years, but they may look at it the other way around--
MR. PAUL: They may look at it just the opposite, though, Red. Ien't

25X1A9A
this your theory, l I, that when you get up to the 20-year limit

you are really way above the Forelgn Service at that point.
25X1A9A MR, :l Yes, you would be too high at thet point. They will say
this 1s excesslvely generous for these people.
MR, PAUL: I think it would be. I don't know.
25X1A9A MR, I:l Column G, which is the one and one-quarter for all over-
seas 1s the most equitable, in my opinion, and that i1s the one which comes closest
to the Forelgn Service in every situation that we have so far calculated. I%
ranges from 98% under to 102% over in only two cases. I mean, in one case there
is only $35.00 difference between ours and the Forelgn Service, asccording to the
formule. That 1s Roman IT, bottom figure - it's $7560 in Foreign Service and
$7525 in CIA's plen G.
COLONEL WHITE: Rud, may I ask you one question, in this way: Does this
mean that a man with 20 years' service, flve of which was served overseas, at age
50 could retire with the same annuity that another individual, age 60, who had
less than five years® overseas service would get? Is that not right?
25X1A9A m.l:l Well, you can compsre column B - column B is the Civil
Service retirement, and until you have five years' service everybody would retire
according to column B. Now let me see 1f we can answer your duestion from this
teble - age 60, 30 years' service, 8 yesrs overseas - the overseas doesn't count
in column B, so the man in column B with 30 years' service gets $7875. We don't
have 1t here for 30 years' service.
MR. HOUSTON: Including 20 years' service at 50, with 6 overseas, he
gets $5495.
25X1A9A MR :l He has ten more years' service so he gets a higher annuity.
He hasn't put in any time overseas.
COLONEL WHITE: That answers my question.
MR, AMORY: One point you ought to meke in all arguments with these guys

is that this teble doesn't go close to the salaries at which meny successful State
Department heads will retire. Meny of them will get $27 ,500, and we can assume

our chiefs of station will go out at the top of Civil Service or a hair above that.
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go in talking sbout incentive to make a career in CIA or in the State Department--
one of my friends figured out if he could get an Embassy he could retire at 51
for $17,000 & year.

MR. PAUL: A career arbassador's top salary 1s $27,500. I thought his
retirement wag computed on the basls of his service with the Civil Service.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: I think a five star General's maximum retirement is
$19,000. I don't think there is & higher retirement.

25X1A9A MR.[______ | The Foreign Service is 1imited to TO% of their meximum
salary. It can't be more than TO%. But that means he has to have 35 years of
service to glve him.?O%, which is the maximum that he can retire on.

MR, HOUSTON: That 1s another resson for not incorporating the Forelgn
gService retirement.

MR, AMORY: But 60%, which ﬁe gets up to falrly eesy - for 30 years of
service. A guy comes in gt 22 and retires at 52, having been an anbassador - like
Bohlen - at & first class post, gets 60% of $25,000 or $15,000 & yeer, which 1s &
base pay, which isn't bad.

MR. PAUL: For the highest five consecutive years of service--

MR, KTRKPATRICK: That is true of the Civil Service, t00.

EX1AIA wg.[ | Thst te the bigh five.

There's another important angle, T believe, which our Tormila
accommodates, and that 1s the suggestion, or the invitation, let's say, of the
Rureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commlssion to consider the luvesti-
gative retirement formila. Now there 1s atteched under tab 3, Note B - CIVIL
SERVICE RETIREMENT, peragreph 6 [Treading_7:

"p speciel provision, very similer to the basic

formule for the Forelgn gervice, is avallable

for law-enforcement employees . . M
Now it is important, T belleve, to realize what we mean when we are talking gbout
this. "“Investigative employees" is a term which is used rather loosely. The law
enforcement provigion of the Civil Service Act--and if we were granted thls pro-
viglon our provisions in the Civil Service Act would have the same kind of status
ag the special provision for 1aw enforcement employees, &8 T see lt--age 50 or
over, 20 years of gervice, but actual gervice in a positlon as described for at
least one year preceding retirement. That 1s & very rough and very unsatisfactory

kind of provielon, becaube that means that lew enforcement employees scratch for
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getting aseigned to an asctual law enforcement job in their last year of service,
because unless they do that they are not eligible for this retirement. 3But the
leglslative history back of this, although I don't want to epply it to law en-
forcement I think 1t 1s important in what we are talking about--I would like to
read this to you, and it's quite brief [ reading /:

"The legislative history of this provision shows that

its purpose 1s to allow the earlier retlirement of

certain employees whose dutiles are primarily the in-

vestigation, epprehension, or detentlion of persons

suspected or convicted of offenses against the

criminal laws of the United States who, because of

the physicael requirements of thelr posltions and the

hazardous activities involved, are no longer capable

of carrylng on efficlently."
Now that is not what we are after but the important point is thet the legislative
history shows it is to permlt the early retirement.

It then goes on [Tfeading;7:

"Their replacement by younger men would improve the
service."

That is what we are talking sbout, that replacement by younger men would ilmprove
the gervice. And then it goes on, and this is important [Tfeading_f:

"A more generous method of computing the amount of

annulty is provided, not as & special reward for the

type of service involved, but rather because a more

liberasl formula is usually necessary to make the

earlier retirement (with resultant shorter service)

economleally possible.” _
L Tederal Personnel Menuel

R-5-36

Approved October 29, 1956;7
In other words, it's a purely pragmatic thing, that they are not rewarding a
lew enforcement employee for his service but they are giving him more beceuse if
they don't glve him more money he can't afford to retire. That 1s what we are
talking about, too. If we want early retirement we have to give more, otherwise
they are not going to volunteer to retire, and the retirement has to be voluntary,
as T understand it. That perheps might bring us to this statement which we
discussed yesterday at your Zflndicating Colonel White_7 staff meeting: What 1s
the objective you are after? And I have a wording here which may be on target
and maybe 1t is way off: "The objective of the retirement system for CIA is to
improve the service by providing persons who serve extensively overseas with CIA
special retirement benefits in terms of an economlcally feasible annulty upon
retirement at an age earlier than normel for most Government employees.” We are

asking for retirement at an age earlier than normal for most Government enployees
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for those who serve overseas, and in order to do that we are providing an econ-
omically feesible annuity. I think that is our objective - I'm not sure, but as
I understand it that 1s the objective, and those are the three esgentlal elements:
(a) earlier retirement than normel for most by reason of overseas service, (b)
having been identified as a part of an overseas group, and (c) in order to make
it possible on & purely pragmetlc basis rather .than a8 a reward for overseas
service - an economlcelly feasible annulty, which comes ebout through s more gen-
erous formula. That is exactly what was done by Congress for law enforcement
employees, and therefore those principles apply to what we want » which is early
retirement in order to ilmprove the service.

MR. PAUL: Isn't it also in our case, in part, at least, a reward?

25X1A9A MR. [ ] It may be but that is not our objective.

COLONEL WHITE: My feeling is that this is a more saleable objective,
even though we may be looklng for some intengibles that Gordon talked ebout.

25X1A9A MR, |:| I think if we spproach it as & pragmatilc thing rather than
g deslre to reward, it is more saleable.

COLONEL WHITE: Because right awey they would say, "Well, they think

they are different from everybody else."

25X1A9A MR. |:| We are doing it to improve the service, solely, and in
order to improve the service we are giving a more generous annuity because by
glving a more generous annulty we persuade more people to volunteer to retire at
an early age.

MR. HOUSTON: That was the rationsle used in that bill and it might be
for ours. As a matter of fact, though, the agencles that have this use 1t as a
recrulting incentive and as a statement of reward for tough service.

25X1A9A MR.I:' We certeinly could once we had it, but I don't believe we
should say that is why we wanted i1t.

MR, HOUSTON: But you will be a little two-faced about it. That is what
I meen. '

MR, STEWART: The Army uses 20 years! >sebrvice as a recrultment incentive
and their purpose of the 20 years 1s obviously to keep it a young service. I see
no conflict there.

MR, HOUSTON: No. It's consistent.

MR. STEWART: I would like to possgibly take up the various lssues ralsed

2h
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now in the retirement provisions and see if we can arrive at some decisions. First,
&s to the number of years to be served in order to earn an accelerated retirement
rate. Is 5 years accepted, as a starting point?

MR. AMORY: I'm Just turning over in my mind - yes, but in view of what
the Bureau of the Budget sald last year we ﬁight hold this in reserve - five years
or one-third of total service, whichever is greater. In other words, I am a
1ittle worried asbout their looking at s guy who has only hed five years, who came
in in his 20's and has basically been a buresucrat in Washington for 25 years, and
he comes up to retire on his 60th birthdey. Does he deserve any premium? We want
& guy who 1s typified--you put 1t very well a half hour ago - this is the kind of
guy who 1s baslcally an overseas servant--if a guy Jolns us at 4B and does five
years end retires at 59 or 60, and 1f his career with us has been substantially
overseas. I am not asking you to change this on the record but I would suggest 1t
to whoever may be negotiating further on this.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: I think that is all right.

25X1A9A MR, |:| May I meke this suggestion--thls is a negotisble point -
we can withdraw on a year by year basis - 6, 7 of 8--811 1t means is that a man
has to serve seven years before he gets any of this acceleration bubt it doesn't
change the formula.

MR, HOUSTON: TFive years or & percentage of service--

25X1A9A MR|:| If we do 1t en a percentage of service 1t mekes the
computations more qualified.
MR. AMORY: Once he met the standard then your computstion--
25X1A9A MR. :l But it would be six and two-thirds snyway, because 20 is
minimum. Isn't that what you mean? If it's five years then you have automatically
moved up to slx and two-thirds.
MRs AMORY: Then I would suggest our conceding--pointing to 7 years
and from there on 7 years or 25%, rather than adding absolute figures.
25X1A9A NlelZl I wonder if I could polnt out a flaw? If you take a
percentage of total time - for instance, one-third, you may have a man in his 50's
who has Jjust the minimum percentage of years to sllow him to retire under the
gpeclal beneflt, but if he stays another year he would lose 1t, and you msy want
him to stey for another year.

MR, STEWART: A very good point.
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25X1A9A MRI:| Tes.

25X1A9A :l Of course, underlying all of this - if the Director says,
"I need you and I'm not going to let you retire" - that will be the end of it.
This 1s not a right to retire.
MR. AMORY: But 1f the Director didn't Let him retire then this man would
suffer a severe financisl penalty.
25X1A9A MR, |:| Using five years as & point of departure and then
felling back to six, seven, eight, 1f possible. To hold 1t in line somewhere,

1f possible, I think ig practical.
25X1A9A o

It's somewhere between five and nine, which 1s the bargain-

ing year.

MRs STEWART: I think one of the things we have to face is the compo-
sition of the population of the Agency that we have now and the populetion which
we wlll have at some future time. Using nine years it would be perfectly satis-
fectory if we were getting legislation ten years from now when you have esteblished
a lot of people who are overseas types and hed their nine years or ten years, or
whatever it is, and you're doing them & favor. What we want to do now 1s to set
up & basls for retirement st 50 for a gopd number of people who are now in the
Agency and & fair number of whom probably would not get nine or ten years over-
seas between now and sge 50. What we want is rermissive retirement. They may
not want so much money but they may want to retire, get a decent annulty, and go

on to doing -something else.

25X1A9A This will be the bulk of my pecple who would be

congldered non-coms.
25X1A9A MR, I:l The five years counts from September, 1947, and does

not take into account the time spent prior to 19k7.

MR, STEWART: I would try for five years now, and I don't know whether
you would write in the plece of legislation thet the Director at his option mey
increase that rate at some future time. It may be desirable at some future time--

25X1A9A MR.[ | No less than five years, at the discretion of the
Director.

MR, AMORY: I think that would gum up your selling possibility. A lot

of people would say, "Just when I have this all set then the groundrules are

changed.” I think that would be quite unequitsble.
26
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MR. STEWART: I think it would be, yes.

25X1A9A MR, |:| I keep losing sight of and keep needling myself to come
back to the important thing, which T think is true, that we have a present age
and grade and service work force but ten yea_:r's from now that picture is golng to
be quite different because we grew by a large amount of lateral entry, and now
we grow by bringing people in at the bobtom - so ten years from now our average
age and grade and total overseas service is golng to be very different from the
way 1t 1s now in the Clandestine Services. Tt won't be any different in the DD/I
and DD/S as far as overseas' service 1g concerned, to any great extent whatsoever.

This is primarily & problem of Commo and the Clandestine Services.

25X1A9A | One of the problems, I will have people who will

figure on dolng two tours probably overseas while they are young and they don't
mind going overseas, but when they get older they don't want to. I need an in-
centive that will keep them going overseas 5 and this will do it. A man wante to
get five years end he will go again and get six, and by that time I've got him.
If you can get them to do three tours, they're in then and will want to stay then.
25X1A9A MR. I:l This will give you better competition with the
electronics people on the outside, too » because you are going to be a lot closer

to what they're offering on the outside.

25X1A9A | The thing that eppeals to me is five years or

!
six years. I don't think 1t should be more then that. We ought to stick to that

rule.
MR. STEWART: Well, five years actually amounts to two long military

tours, two State Department tours, or three short military tours. I think it's

a falr enough figure.
MR. PAUL: Then let's try for that and stick to it pretty hard, and

leave 1t up to the Director if he wants to do anymore.

MR, STEWART: The second polnt 1s, then, do we pay the First five years?

Do we mske thls retroactive under the system - E, F and G%

MR, AMORY: I will move G as the preferred form.

COLONEL WHITE: Second.

+ « « This motion was then passed . . .

MR, STEWART: I think that does 1%,
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MR, HOUSTON: I have some further questlon. Supposing we get up, under
one of our proposals or another, before the committee or in preliminary discussions
and Vinson or Russell, or whoever we're telking to, says that they will give us a
letter of intent to go ahead under section 10 and they will give some indication
to the Comptroller General but "don't bring up any retirement." How important
le retirement? Would we be willling--

MR: KIRKPATRICK: Yes, sir! For s bad Congress - to go up if they say
not to come up--because they're aching to get a big crack at us.

MR, PAUL: I think the Director would react instanta.néously on that.

25X1A%A MR. |:| We have very little to lose by postponing the retirement R
really, because if it's retroamctive to 1947 the only persons who are golng to lose
are those who retire between now and the ensctment of the bill.

MR: KIRKPATRICK: If it was last year, I would say push it, but this
year I would say 1f our friends up there - Vinson and Russell - want us to stay
off that subject, that we will pull out immediately, because there sre a couple of
leddies up there walting for a good peg to hang us on.

MR. AMORY: Just to show them we really want this could we sey we are
perfectly willing to let this sit in committee for the first session?

MR. KIRKPATRICK: No sir, Bob, I wouldn't even let it get printed, be-
cause all you're golng to need is to get it up and some parlismenterian--we don't
have enough friends to keep it bottled up.

MR, HOUSTON: We cen convince them of that since retirement could be
retroactive.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Last year I wouldn't have hesitated a minute to get it
out on the floor because I thought we were safe from any threat of investigation.
This year it lsn't so.

MR+ PAUL: We kept in our bill, at General Cabell's behest, the ralsing
of the celling on military officers from 15 to 35. Actuslly we have cleared through
everybody, including, in principle, the Director--and I hope I'm not misquoting--
to leave it out. As I recall at the last meeting here 1t was decided there was
no need to go for it, particulerly if this was liable to set the committee agminst
us.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: The Council knocked 1t out before. Now the Director

has indicated he isn't particularly interested in pushing for this.
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MRs PAUL: Is the Council's position still as it was before?

MR. AMORY: I'd like to keep it in or at least have another crack at
the Director about it. I have five different cages of guys from my side of the
house who served on military detail with us--Hutch, for example--who has now
gone back to the Air Force and is doing intelligence work in the Far Easstern
command, and he's golng to retire at hig earliest opportunity - and he would be
a terrlfic asset. We are going to get a lot of guys who are essentlally, morally
CIA converts but can't afford, wisely and financlally, not to run out their
string in the military service. Secondly, we get reports all the time from war
college people, both from down here and up in the service ones, that CIA is so
mach better than the old one was that a hell of a lot of guys would like to work
with us. We are going to pick up occasionally guys that are lutelligence trained.
These are not misfits or want in because they were buddy-buddy with some guy in
the office,

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Then leave it in and if the committee starts to ob-
Ject, yleld on 1t.

MR, AMORY: I'd hate to see it thrown out in the front office here be-
cause at the moment somebody doesn't see a pressing need for it.

COLONEL WHITE: General Cabell's feellng was Just that this ought to
be put in, and if at any time we saw it was Jeopardizing anything, that we could
then withdraw. Apd the other thing I would say is that I think on the results of
this meeting we ought to brief the Director and Genersl Cebell as quickly as we
can, before we go back to the Bureau of the Budget, to meke sure we have their
support, and at that time all of this will be presgented to the Director.

MR, STEWART: Do we have to have 357

MR. KIRKPATRICK: Take any number you wanb.

MR. HOUSTON: This is an interesting thought: NSA is proposing in
thelr legislation the authority to hire retired officers who have served with NSA.

COLONEL WHITE: Didn't the 35 come from the Hoover Commission's recom-
mendations?

MR, KIRKPATRICK: They weren't specific.

25X1A9A g, :’Does the Director get any comfort from the fact that
if he is hit by en old crony he can sit back and say, "Gentlemen, I'd love to do

it but I'm full up to the limit right now. The law says 15 and I've got 15 and

that is it."
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MR. STEWART: I think 25 is a much better number than 35, speaking for
Personnel.

MR: KIRKPATRICK: I think Larry's comment on the NSA proposal might be
gtudled a little more.

MR, HOUSTON: Something along that line. We might think of some wording.

COLONEL WHITE: How about your IAC people? Would thaet exclude your
TAC people unless they had actually served with the Agency?

MR: AMORY: It probably is so easy to get around thaet. If you want a
guy Just arrange for him to be recalled to active duty, end Just post him to us
for a year.

25X1A9A MR |:| Couldn't you get around this i1f you had to by having s men
assigned to us for one day? He had served with us.

MR. STEWART: I think if we went them I'd like to have the thing say
we went them without limitation, and have our own groundrules as to how to pick
them up. I would prefer to hold the number down to 25 rather then 35 simply be-
cause 1f you get 35 and that gets sround there will be s lot of Ffellows lining up.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: They already are.

COLONEL WHITE: I'd like to say Just one other word on that, that des-
pite Bob's plea here;, generally speaking I think this is something we are putting
in more or less because we felt we had to put it in but we weren't going to bleed
and die over it. 8o I see no sense in watering it down or restrleting 1t to
enhance the chance of getting it through.

MR. KIRKPATRICK: But Gordon, the Director of Personnel, is going to
have to live with this thing.

COLONEL WHITE: Yes, sir.

MR. AMORY: But isn't it true, actually, that we have fudged in a sense?

25X1A9A
I think our No. 3 guy in I:Isl'wp is retalned on active duty and assigned

to us far beyond his time. We can clean up some of these phoney jobs now where
he 1s ordered to duty from retirement from the Army, and work with us. If you're
worried sbout being able to fill those up, we can convert several people like so
L_indicated_ by snepping fingersj - 80 you can say I've only & handful.

MR. STEWART: I think we could say 25, but I can't honestly see that we

have 35 positions.

COLONEL WHITE: We can never say at any time during the history of the
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Agency that we haven't had an adequate number of positions to take care of our
needs.

MR. AMORY: No, that 1s not true. I lost two excellent guys in the
NIS program. I had to work it out with General Partridge and it took a week
once, because you wouldn't teke the guy aboard on a PL 15.

MR, PAUL: Ifd like to add to Colonel White's suggestion that we ought
to talk this over with General Csbell and the Director before we talk to the
Bureau.

MR. STEWART: If there is no further business, the meeting is edjourned.

. « . The meeting adjourned at 4:40 p.m. . . .
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